
STATE OF WISCONSIN 
BEFORE THE REAL ESTATE BOARD i 
---_________--__________________________-------------------------------------- * 
IN THE MATTER OF DISCIPLINARY 
PROCEEDINGS AGAINST 

FINAL DECISION AND ORDER 
DONNA M. SCHULTZ and : LS 9008071 REB 
NEIL J. SCHULTZ 

RESPONDENTS. : 

The parties to this proceeding for purposes of s. 227.53, Stats., are: 

Donna M. Schultz Neil J. Schultz 
41 South Broad Street 133 North Sixth Street 
Bayfield, WI 54814 Bayfield, WI 54814 

Wisconsin Real Estate Board 
Department of Regulation 

and Licensing 
P.O. Box 8935 
Madison, WI 53708 

Division of Enforcement 
Department of Regulation 

and Licensing 
P.O. Box 8935 
Madison, WI 53708 

The rights of a party aggrieved by this decision to petition the board for 
rehearing and to petition for judicial review are set forth in the attached 
"Notice of Appeal Information". 

A hearing was held in this matter on November 16, 1990, at 1400 East 
Washington Avenue, Madison, Wisconsin. The Division of Enforcement was 
represented by Attorney Richard Castelnuovo. The Respondents, Donna M. 
Schultz and Neil J. Schultz, appeared in person without counsel. The 
administrative law judge filed his Proposed Decision on February 6, 1991. 

On February 13, 1991, complainant's attorney filed objections to the Proposed 
Decision regarding the discipline recommended for Donna M. Schultz. Also, by 
virtue of correspondence dated March 12, 1991, Attorney Joseph C. Crawford, on 
behalf of respondent Neil J. Schultz, requested that the hearing be reopened 
as respondent had appeared at the November 16, 1990 hearing without counsel. 
Complainant's attorney filed written objections to this request on March 18, 
1991. 

Based upon the entire record in this case, the Real Estate Board makes the 
following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order. 



also operated a construction firm, Madeline Island Construction, 
contracting firm. 

3. At all times relevant to this oroceedine. Resoondent Neil J. Schultz 
: 1 general 
1 

4. For a period of at least one month prior to June 11, 1986 
was working together with Michael and Kathy Gronquist in their e 
purchase land to be leased to the United States General Services 
Administration for the construction of small craft mooring on ths 
Lake Superior within a short distance of Bayfield. In pursuit 0: 
Neil Schultz had acted as agent for the Gronquists in the attemp 
of vacant land meeting the General Services Administration speck 
land to lease on which to construct mooring facilities. Neil Scl 
agreement with Gronquist that Schultz’s construction firm, Madel: 
Construction, would construct the facilities if the Gronquists WI 
in purchasing land meeting the government’s specifications and el 
lease/build agreement with the government. 

Neil Schultz 
iorts to 

shore of 
this goal, 

:d purchase 
-cations for 
rltz had an 
he Island 
:e successful 
:ering into a 

5. The deadline date for submitting a lease offer to the govq :I nment was 
June 11, 1986. / 

6. Ronald and Joyce Soper owned vacant land on the shore of 1 
meeting the specifications of the government lease/build bid reqr 
Schultz was familiar with the land, and was acquainted with the ! 

Ike Superior 
!St. Neil 
1pers. 

7. Prior to execution of any listing contract to sell vacant 
the Sopers, Neil Schultz and Michael Gronquist discussed the terr 
Gronquist could purchase the land. Neil Schultz drew up an offer 
the Soper property on behalf of Michael Gronquist, in furtheranct 
to obtain the government lease/build contract. 

and owned by 
by which 

to purchase 
of the plan 

8. The terms of the offer to purchase the Soper property whi( 
Schultz drafted for the benefit of Gronquist were: 

Neil 

a. A purchase price of $35,000. 

b. Earnest money of $100 tendered with the offer. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

As to Count I 

1. Donna M. Schultz is a real estate broker licensed to practice in 
Wisconsin pursuant to a license issued April 16, 1974, and does business as 
North Land Realty in Bayfield, Wisconsin. 

2. Neil J. Schultz is a real estate broker licensed to practice in 
Wisconsin pursuant to a license issued April 27, 1984, and was at all times 
material to this matter affiliated with and supervised by Donna M. Schultz. 



c. A closing date on or before September 10, 1986. 

d. An ackndwledgement that Neil Schultz was acting as an agent of the 
seller. 

e. Acceptance of the offer was not binding unless deposited in the 
mail addressed to the buyer at North Land Realty. 

9. Gronquist did not wish to purchase the Soper property unless the 
government awarded Gronquist the lease/build contract, but that contingency 
was not stated in the offer Neil Schultz drafted. 

10. Neil Schultz signed and dated the Earnest Money Receipt on June 10, 
1986, acknowledging the receipt and deposit of earnest money in a real estate 
trust account, but he had never received any earnest money to support the 
transaction. 

11. Thereafter, Neil Schultz drafted a Vacant Land Listing 
Contract-Exclusive Right to Sell, dated June 10, 1986, in which the Sopers 
granted Neil Schultz an exclusive right to sell their vacant land for the 
period between June 10 and June 11, 1986. 

12. Neil Schultz drafted the listing contract during a discussion he had 
with the Sopers on June 10, 1986, held at his instigation in a hotel tavern in 
Wausau. 

13. In the course of the discussion over the listing price, Soper told 
Neil Schultz that he did not want any expenses from the transaction and wanted 
to net $25,000 from the sale of the property, but Neil Schultz never told 
Soper the price which he, Schultz, thought he could get for the property. 

14. The listing contract provided for a listed price of $25,000 plus 
commission. 

15. Material terms concerning the broker’s commission were absent from the 
listing contract Neil Schultz prepared for the Soper property, there being no 
mention of any specific commission in lines 55-60 of the listing contract. 

16. Neil Schultz intended to receive the $10,000 difference between the 
listing contract he prepared for the Sopers’ signature and the offer he 
prepared for the benefit of Gronquist, and told the Sopers that when they 
remarked on the difference between the listing price in the listing contract 
and the offer price. 

Ii’. By the terms of the listing contract he drafted, Neil Schultz was not 
obligated to pay for the sellers’ expenses other than as follows: “Realtor to 
pay sellers attorneys fees and surveyed.” 



18. The Sopers understood that the difference between the offer price and 
the listing price, minus the stated expenses, would be retained dy Neil 
Schultz as compensation. 

~ 
19. On or about June 10, 1986, the Sopers signed their accep$ance of the 

Offer, but failed to date their acceptance. 

20. Neil Schultz did not attempt to correct the omission of the date from 
the Sopers’ acceptance. I 

21. On June 11, 1986. Donna Schultz reviewed the Soper listing contract 
drafted by Neil Schultz and determined that it was invalid. No +tion was 
ever taken to execute a new listing contract. 

22. When the transaction failed to close, 
I 

the Sopers demanded payment of 
the earnest money which had never been collected by Neil Schultz! 

23. Without written authority to act as agent for either the ,Sopers or 
Gronquist, Schultz negotiated and drafted a grant of option dated November 26, 
1986, by which Gronquist received an option until January 31, 19887, to 
purchase the vacant land for $30,000. 

24. The Option contained a condition in the Special Provisions Section 
that “GSA offers a rental agreement to buyer.” 

25. The Option was signed by Gronquist and Ronald Soper, but hot by Joyce 
SOper, who was identified as a seller in the option. 

26. During the course of the investigation of this matter, Neil Schultz 
falsely stated that he never intended to collect a commission on ‘the sale of 
the Soper property to Gronquist. 

As to Count II / 
/ 

27. Neil Schultz drafted a Residential Listing Contract - NonXxclusive 
Right to Sell dated for signature by Carl and Amy French, as selllkrs, for 
property located at 10 North 3rd Street, Bayfield. 

28. Neil Schultz did no investigation to determine the ownerslof the 
property or whether Carl and Amy French had merchantable title to the property. 

29. The terms of the listing contract Neil Schultz secured with Carl and 
Amy French provided for a term from December 18, 1987, to June 18’) 1988; a 
listing price of $49,500; a commission of 7%; and a named except&n for an 
owner secured buyer who had not been in contact with North Land Rkalty. 

, 
30. Neil Schultz did not learn that Carl and Amy French did nbt own the 

property until very nearly the expiration of the listing contract’, when Carl 
French directed him to present an offer to Franklin French, not Chrl. 



‘, 

i. 

31. Neil Schultz still did not inquire as to the state of title of the 
property. 

32. Neil Schultz submitted the name of Richard Ryan pursuant to the 
override clause following expiration of the French listing contract. 

33. Following expiration of the French listing contract, Neil Schultz 
drafted and submitted to Franklin French a Residential Offer to Purchase on 
behalf of Ryan, dated June 30, 1988. The offer provided for: 

a. A purchase price of $25,000; 

b. Earnest money in the amount of $25 tendered with the offer, with 
additional earnest money in the amount of $75 to be paid within ten 
days of acceptance; 

c. A condition that acceptance of the offer not be binding unless 
deposited in the mail addressed to the buyer at North Land Realty; 

d. A closing date on or before September 1, 1988. 

34. Neil Schultz. signed the earnest money receipt acknowledging receipt of 
the $25 earnest money payment on June 30, 1988, but he had not in fact 
received any earnest money payment. 

35. Following several rounds of Counter-Offers centering on the purchase 
price, Ryan submitted a July 20, 1988 Counter-offer which increased the 
purchase price to $32,000 on the condition that the sale be financed by a land 
contract. 

36. Neil Schultz negotiated and drafted a Counter-offer for Franklin 
French to sign, accepting the purchase price of $32,000 but modifying the 
terms of the land contract. Before Neil Schultz transmitted this 
counter-offer to Franklin French for his signature to validate the terms as a 
counter-offer by French to Ryan, Schultz had Ryan sign and date an acceptance 
of the terms contained in the counter-offer not yet made by Franklin French. 

37. By letter dated July 25, 1988, Neil Schultz transmitted this 
counter-offer, with its purported acceptance in place before the signature of 
the party supposedly making the counter-offer, to Franklin French to have him 
sign that he was making the counter-offer accepted by Ryan. By the same 
letter, Neil Schultz sought to confirm a lower commission for the sale of the 
property. 

38. Neil Schultz never amended the French Listing Contract with Carl and 
Amy French in an approved manner to reflect the actual state of title to the 
property or the lowered commission. 

5 



39. Franklin French received the counter-offer which Neil Schlultz had 
constructed in such a way as to make it appear to have been accepted by Ryan, 
but French added additional terms before he signed and dated it. Betty 
French, who also owned the property unbeknownst to Neil Schultz, +o signed 
as seller. 

40. Neil Schultz did not attempt to have Betty French sign ani of the 
preceding counter-offers once he finally learned of her interest ‘in the 
property. 

%41. Neil Schultz drafted his own agreement to release the earnest money he 
had finally collected from Richard Ryan to Franklin French, and hkd Ryan sign 
and date the release on August 28, 1988. 

As to Count III ~ 
1 

42. Donna M. Schultz knew, or should have known, that Neil J. Schultz was 
not competent to draft documents relating to the transfer of real;estate, or 
to recognize.conflicts of interest which would prevent him from acting as 
broker in a manner which was honest and fair to all interested p&ties. 

43. Donna M. Schultz failed to maintain an adequate supply of:approved 
forms in her brokerage , and affirmatively approved the use of materially 
different forms as substitutes for approved forms. 

44. Donna M. Schultz affirmatively approved the use of her brAkerage as 
the buyer’s address for the return of acceptances of offers to p&chase, 
depriving buyers of the protections of their offers’ conditions a! to time and 
notice of acceptance. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Real Estate Board has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to Wis. 
Stat. S. 452.14(3). 

2. Neil J. Schultz has violated s. 452.14(3)(i), Stats., and 6. RL 24.08, 
Wis. Admin. Code, demonstrating incompetency as a real estate licknsee by 
drafting an invalid listing contract for the Sopers, in failing td reduce to 
writing Gronquist’s contingency of a government lease in his offer! to purchase 
the Soper property, in proceeding with the transaction without coirecting the 
omission of the date of acceptance of the Gronquist offer by Sopeis, and by 
failing to obtain a required signature on the Grant of Option frog Ronald, but 
not Joyce, Soper, to Gronquist. 

3. Neil J. Schultz has violated 6. RL 24.025, Wis. Admin. Code, in 
purporting to be the buyers’ agent for receipt of the accepted offer in the 
Soper-Gronquist transaction. 



4. Neil J. Schultz has violated 6. 452.14(3)(i), Stats., and 6. RL 24.06, 
Wis. Admin. Code demonstrating incompetency in negotiating and drafting 
documents in the Soper-Gronquist real estate transaction in the absence of a 
valid written listing contract. 

5. Neil J. Schultz has violated 6. RL 24.07(l), Wis. Admin. Code, and 6. 
452.14(3)(b), Stats., by misrepresenting the receipt and deposit of earnest 
money in the Soper-Gronquist transaction. 

6. Neil J. Schultz has violated 6. 452.14(3)(k), Stats., by engaging in 
improper, fraudulent, and dishonest dealing in the concealment from Soper, his 
purported principal, of his, Schultz’s, real and personal interest in the 
transaction for which he sought the listing contract and a commission. 

7. Neil J. Schultz has violated s. RL 24.10, Wis. Admin. Code, by 
intentionally negotiating a net listing contract with Soper providing for a 
stipulated net price to the owner with excess over the stipulated net to be 
paid to Schultz, as broker, as commission. 

8. Neil J. Schultz has violated s. 452.13(3)(a), Stats., by making 
material misstatements of fact to the Department of Regulation and Licensing 
in connection with his handling of the Soper-Gronquist transaction. 

9. Neil J. Schultz has violated s. 452.13(3)(i), Stats., and 6s. RL 24.025 
and 24.08, Wis. Admin. Code, demonstrating incompetency as a real estate 
licensee in drafting Richard Ryan’s purported acceptance of a Counter-offer by 
Franklin French before the execution of the counter-offer. 

10. Neil J. Schultz has violated 6. RL 24.025, Wis. Admin. Code, in 
purporting to be agent for the buyer for receipt of the accepted offer in the 
French-Ryan transaction. 

11. Neil J. Schultz has violated s. 452.14(3)(i), Stats., by failing to 
determine the true state of title to the property in the French-Ryan 
transaction and by failing to obtain the signatures of the owners on the 
required documents throughout the course of the transaction. 

12. Neil J. Schultz has violated s. 452.14(3)(i), Stats., and ss. RL 16.04 
and 24.08 by demonstrating incompetency as a real estate licensee in failing 
to reduce agreements changing his commission and agreeing to the release of 
earnest money in the French-Ryan transaction to writing on approved forms. 

13. Donna M. Schultz has violated 6. RL 17.08, Wis. Admin. Code, by 
allowing Neil J. Schultz to avoid her supervision of his activities in her 
office as a broker for North Land Realty, contrary to her responsibility under 
6. 452.12(3)(a), Stats., and has thereby demonstrated incompetency to act as a 
real estate broker in a manner which will protect the public, as specified in 
s. 452.14(3)(i), Stats. 

7 



ORDER 
I ’ 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that all real estate licenses previously 
issued to Neil J. Schultz be, and hereby are, REVOKED, effective 30 days from I the date of this decision. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the request of Neil J. Schultz to re-open the 
evidentiary hearing in this matter be, and hereby is DENIED. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Donna M. Schultz be, and hereby iy, 
REPRIMANDED, and further that the real estate broker's license pr;viously 
issued to Donna M. Schultz be, and hereby is, LIMITED by the conyltion that 
she may hold the license only for so long as she prevents Neil J.1 Schultz from 
having any part in the operation, management, or control of any ieal estate 
brokerage under her supervision or control. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the real estate broker's license of Donna M. 
Schultz is LIMITED, effective 90 days after the date of this decdsion, to 
preclude her from supervising any real estate salesperson or broker unless she 
successfully'completes 20 hours of real estate related education 'hovering (a) 
real estate office procedures, (b) offer, acceptance and closing,, (c) applied 
aspects of offers and listings, (d) service and responsibility to, clients and 
customers, and (e) other related matters , and submits proof of tt/e same in the 
form of verification from the institution providing the educations'. None of 
the education completed pursuant to this requirement may be used ito satisfy 
any continuing education requirements that are or may be instituted by the 
board. 

EXPLANATION OF VARIANCE 

The Proposed Decision of the administrative law judge in thisimatter made 
Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law, and recommended that the real estate 
license of Neil J. Schultz be revoked and that Donna M. Schultz's be limited 
to prevent Neil from being involved in the operation, ma"ageme"t,/or control 
of any real estate firm under her supervision or control. The bo+rd has 
accepted the Proposed Decision, with one modification regarding the Order 
pertaining to Donna M. Schultz. 

Subsequent to the issuance of the Proposed Decision, complainant's 
attorney filed objections to that portion of the recommended ordeb regarding 
Donna M. Schultz, arguing that she should also be required to comblete 
continuing education courses in order to maintain her license. There was no 
objection to the discipline recommended regarding Neil Schultz. I/ 
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DONNA SCHULTZ ORDER 

Upon review of the record in this case, including the administrative law 
judge’s Opinion and the arguments contained in the objections of complainant’s 
attorney, the board agrees that real estate related education should be 
required of Donna M. Schultz. It appears clear that Donna either 
intentionally, or through a lack of knowledge, disregarded her supervisory 
responsibility. As stated in the Opinion of the administrative law judge: 

“Neil’s incompetency to draft a valid, binding document basic to 
the practice of real estate and the successful closure of a sale 
is clear from his action in the Soper transaction....Donna certainly 
had actual notice that Neil did not have the basic tools at his 
disposal to practice safely or effectively, and should have taken 
significant action at the time.... There is no evidence that Donna 
did anything to protect the public, her clients, from Neil’s lack 
of competence. Instead, she allowed him to continue to practice....” 

Additionally, the record indicates that, among other things, she failed to 
understand that the existence of an improper “net listing” contract would not 
serve to render an offer to purchase invalid; perceive the manner in which 
counter-offers should be handled; or maintain an adequate supply of approved 
forms at her firm for her sales staff’s use. 

‘, 
It is also clear that a portion of the blame for the violations engaged in 

by Neil in this case must be attributed to Donna’s failure to recognize her 
supervisory responsibilities and to have a clear grasp of real estate law in 
general. Accordingly, the board has adopted a final order requiring that 
Donna obtain 20 hours of real estate related education within 90 days 
following the date of this order , and that her failure to do so will result in 
her not being permitted to supervise any real estate licensee in her practice. 

NEIL SCHULTZ REOUEST TO RE-OPEN REARING 

The board has also denied the request by Neil J. Schultz’ recently 
retained attorney that the hearing be re-opened, since Mr. Schultz was not 
represented by legal counsel at the hearing. 

During the course of this proceeding, Mr. Schultz was repeatedly advised 
that it would be in his interest to retain an attorney. He consciously chose 
not to do so until well after the Proposed Decision had been rendered by the 
administrative law judge. Furthermore, the request does not contain a 
reference to any specific evidence which indicates that a material error of 
fact exists in the determination made pursuant to the actual evidence 
presented such as would warrant the reopening of this matter. Cf., Wis. 
Stats. sec. 227.49(3)(b). Nor is there any showing that the additional 
evidence alluded to would require a change in the decision and was unavailable 
to respondent at the time of hearing. Cf., Wis. Stats. sec. 227.49(3)(c). 
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Accordingly, it is the board's opinion that a w-opening of t~his matter 
would not be appropriate under either the circumstances or legal 
considerations relevant to this case. I ‘. 

Dated: APAIL -A- , 1991. 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
REAL ESTATE BOARD 

BDLSZ-179 
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,$l.;., ; NOTICE OF APPEAL INFORMATION ._ ‘1 
‘i’,:,.,. 

s, : (Notice of Rights for Rehearing or Judicial Review, 
. .i the times allowed for each and the identification _.> ,,’ 

.i y , : * of the party to be named as respondent) 
i . 3 ,*,;p-“’ .ru “a ” 

. . )L>,. :. :‘. I 
‘- :. 
‘k!.. ,; 

The following notice is served on you as part of the final decision: 

‘:I:. .:e:. . , 
.“. I , ‘_ 1 ‘. . Rehearing. 

‘. 

. 

t ‘t-: .’ : 
Any person aggrieved by this order may petition for a rehearing within 

. .A . ..-. - . ‘20 days of the service of-this decision, as provided in section 227.49 of 
_. hl, 

. the Wisconsin Statutes, a copy of which is attached. The 20 day period 
commences the day after personal service or mailing of this decision. 
(The date of mailing of this decision is shown below.) The petition for 
rehearing should be filed with the State of wisconsin Real Estate Board. 

. 

. - 
. !.- i 4 

/. - 
‘. . A petition for rehearing is not a prerequisite for appeal directly to circuit 

court through a petition for judicial review. 

2. Judicial Review. 

. Any person aggrieved by this decision has a right to petition for 
_’ judicial review of this decision as provided in section 227.53 of the Wisconsin 

., ,-., 

._, 

_/. 

Statutes, a copy of which is attached. The petition should be filed in 
circuit court and served won the state of Wisconsin ~4 Estate Board. 

:- ', : 
,. . . 

,$ 
within 30 days of service of this decision if there has been no petition 

:.'. _, 
“. 

for rehearing, or within 30 days of service of the order finally disposing ‘.:.. 
of the petition for rehearing, or within 30 days after the final disposition 
by operation of law of any petition for rehearing, 

,- 
: 

The 30 day period commences the day after personal service or mailing . 
of the decision or order, or the day after the final disposition by operation 
of the law of any petition for rehearing. (The date of mailing of this 
decision is shown below.) A petition for judicial review should be served . 
upon. and name as the respondent, the followlng: the state of ~~e~~~ei,, 
Real Estate Board. . 

. 

The date of mailing of this decision is April 26. 1991 . 

WLD:dms 
.886-490 '. 



22,.;9 Pcll,,on, to, rchearmq 8” conIeSted cares. (I) A 
pcw!on lot rchcamg shall not be a prcrequ~srlc for appeal or 
rtvrew. Any person aggncscd by a Iinal order may. wuhr” 20 
days after sc~\,cc of the order. Iilc a wrrlre” pc!rI,on for 
nhcanng which shall spccrfy in dcrad Ihe grounds for Ihc 
rcbcf sough1 and ruppornng auIhontler. A” ogcncy may 
order a rrhcaring on iIs own mono” within 20 days after 
sctvict of a find order. This subscclion dots no1 apply to 5. 
17.023 (3) (e). No agency is reqmred IO conduct more Ihan 
one rchoring based on a p&ion for rchesnng Iilcd under 
this rubrectron in any conlested case. 

* 
(2) The liling of a petition for rehearing shall “01 suspend 

ot delay Ihc cffcccctive date of rhc order. and the order shall 
take eNcct on Ihc date fixed by the agency and shall continue 
in cffcct unlcu the pcIiIion is granted or until 1hc order is 
superseded. modrficd. or ICI aside as provided by law. 

(3) Rehearing will be granted only on the basis ol: 
. (a) Some malenal error of law. 

@) Some material error of fact. 
’ (c) Tbc discovery of new evidence sufIicicntly strong IO 

RWSC or modify lhe order. and which could not have ken 
previously discovered by due diligence. 

(4) Copies of petiIio”s for rcheanng shall b;: se&~ on all 
parties of record. Panics may file replies IO Ihc parrron. 

(5) The agency may order a rehearing or enter an order 
tivith rcfcrcnce lo Ihc petiuo” wiIhou1 a hearing, and shall i 
dispose of Ihe pccition wIthin 30 days after I, IS lilcd. If Ihe i 
agency does not enter an order disposing oi Ihc penlion * 
within Ihe 30.day period. Ihe pendon shall be deemed to have 
been denlcd as of Ihe cxp~auon of Ihc JO-day pcnod. 

(6) Upon granting a rehearing. the agency shall se1 the i 
malcr for further proceedings as soon as practicable. Pro- 1 
cecdingr upon rcheanng shall conform as nearly may bc to i 
Ihhe procccdmgs in a” onginal heanng cxccpl as the agency l 
may otherwise direct. (fin the agency’s judgment. abler such 1 

. rehearing it appears that Ihc ongmal decision. order or t 
dcIernu”atro” II in any rrrpec1 unlawful or unrcason~ble. the 
agency may rcverre, change. modify or suspend the same 

\ acsordingly. Any de&ion. order or determmation made 
after such rchemng reversing. changing, modirymg or WI- ! 
pcndlng Ihe ongxnal delerminalio” shall have Ihc same force : 
and cfTcc1 as a” onginal dccrslon. order or dcIerrm”aIIo”. 1 

dlsporlng Of lhc JpPhCJllOn for rchcJn”g. Or u&,:Oda~s 
after the Iinal dlrposllron by oper~tron of law of ,ny r,,;h 
rpphcat~on for rchcanng. The 30day pcnod for ,crv”p and 
lilmg a pcrrlron under thrs +Wph commences on rhe day 
afIef personal SCIWCC or malhng of Itc dearron b) the acemy. 

I 

If the pcttttonct IS a resldt”\. the proceedings shall De held I” 
the circmt coutc for the coynty where the pcaoonrr rmdes. 
except IhaI lflhe pcl~lioncrIsa”age”cy.Iheprocerdmg~rhall 
h in the circuit courl for the counly where the rnpondenl 
resider and except as provided in II. 77.59 (6) (b). 18270 (6) 
and 182.71 (5) (g). The pioccedings shall be in the cimui1 
coun forDa”ecou”Iy ifth<pctrIio”crisa nonrcsidenl. Ifall 
panics stipulate and Ihc COPI? IO which the partret desire IO 
uansfcr the procccdmgs agrees. the proceedings may be held 
in Ihecounty designaled by the panics. If 2 or more peWion 
for review of the same dairibn arc filed in di(rercnI coundn. 
the cl&; judge for Ihc cour!ry in which a petition for review 
of the decision was fin1 i&d shall dclcrmine the VC”YC lot 
judicial review of rhc decision. and shall order transfer or 
consolidalio” where appro$iaIe. 

(b) The perilion shall I& the naIure of the petirioner’s 
interest. the facIs showing IthaI petidoncr is a person ag: 
g&cd by the decision. and Ihc grounds specified in I. 227.57 
upon uhlch pctinoner conc&ds chat the d&ran should be 
reversed br modified. The p&ion may bc amended. by leave 
of court. though the “me fdr serving the umc has expired. 
Thepculion shall becnIiIlcdin thc”amcof:hcpcrsonr:ni”p 
it as pe~noncr and the “am; of Ihe agency u hose decision is 
sought IO be revlcued as rcs/jondent. except Ihat I” pcridons 
for ~CWCW of dccltlons of tlie following agcnacs. Ihe Ltler 
agency specified shall be Ihd\named rcspondenc 

LThc tax appeals commidrio”. Ihe depanmcm OfrCWnue. 
2,Thc banking review bo$d or the consumercrcdn rc+x 

board, the comm~snoner of banking. 
3. The crcdi1 union r&w board. Ihe commissioner of 

credit umons. I. 
4. The savings and loan re;rew board. the commissioner of 

savings and loan. except if 1hF pct!tro”cr IS the comrmrrioncr 
orsavlngr and loan. IhC prWadl”g pZ!rlX~ bcforc Ihc ~%l”g~ 
and loan review board shall ,bc the named respondc”Is. 

(c) Copies of rhc pcrltion fhall be scned. FCtSOll$‘or by 
rrrI,fied mall. or. when servxe is umcly admntcd in %\ririn$. 
by first class mall. no1 lalcr ll$an 30 dags ailcr Ihe insulullon 

~of the proceeding. upon all parlits who appeared bcforc IL 
a. agency in the proceeding in’ which the order soushhl ID bc 

rcvrcwcd was made. 
(d) Tbt age”.cy (cxcep~ 1~ the~casc of the Iax appcsi: 
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~7.52 Judlclal review; de&Ions revlewable. Adminis- 
mIivc dtcnions whxh adversely affect Ihe subsmnlial i”Icr- 

. su of any person. whether by atlion or inaction. whether 
&rma!ive or negative in form. are subject IO review at 
provided in [his chapter. cxcepl for the decisions of Ihe 

~omm,ss,~n and Ihe bankmg review board. ,hc consumer 
, , 

drpartmc”I of revenue other than decisions relraling IO alco- 
crelj,, revrcw ooam. tnc creorr ““IO” re\,ew ooaro. ano ,nc: 

ho1 bcvcragc pcrnmr issued under ch. 125. dccrstons of the 
savings and loan review board) and all parties to the procted- 

&pat-mm1 of cmployc Irml hnds. Ihc commissioner of 
ing before il. shall have Ihc right 10 p~Gpa~c in the 

bankmg. the commrss!o”er of crcdrl unions. the commrs- 
proceedings for review. Th<;court may pcrmrr orh:r inrcr- 

TOM olravings and loan. Ihe board ofsa caovarrcrs and 
cslcd persons to i”Icrvcnc. A:y person pctiuomng Iht coun 

those delsions of the departme” of industry. labor and : 
human rcla!ians which are subject to rev~cu). prior IO any ! 
judicial review. by Ihc labor and Industry rcvicw commission. 
a”~cr.cep~~~~ olhcrwvlsc provided by law. .I ._ 

227.53 PartIe, and proceedlngt (or review. (1) Except as 
olhcrwlre spccdically provldcd by law. any person aggncved 
by a dccmon rpccrlicd in S. 227.~2 shall be cnlrtlcd lOJudICial 

. ftncw thereof as provided I” lhlr chapler. 
(a) Procccdlngs for review shall be inrulutcd by serving a 

Wmo” lhcrcfor personally or by ccrtificd mail upon the 
Wncy or one of its olfic~als, and filmg Ihe pcul~o” I” Ihe 
Qk of the clerk of Ihc c,rcu”cour~ for Ihc coumy whcrc the 
judicnl rcv~w procccdlngs are 10 be held. Unless a rcheanng 
b rcqucstcd under I. 221.49. DCIIIIO”I for review under tha 
paragraph shall be served and filed within 30 days after Ihe ’ 
serwcC or Ihe dcc,non of Ihc agency upon a,, p~rucs under I. 
227.48. Ifa rehcanng ,, rcquertcd under ,. 227.49. a”y party 
dcrlrins judloal ICWW shall SCNC and file a pro” for 
rcwm” wnhm 30 days aflcr xrv,cc of ,hc order finally ” ._- 

lo intervene shall ICNC a copy of the peWion on cxh parI)’ 
.whoappcarcd before lheagcncyand a”yaddidon~IpvIiesIo 
fhe judxial review at leas1 S/days pnor to Ihe dale XI for 
bearing on the pairion. i. 

(2) Every pcnon served v/llh the pclition for rc\icw as 
provided in this section and x\ho deslrcs IO pxticipale I” rhc 
procccdmgs for review lhcreby mrlilmcd shall scr\c upon rhc ’ 
p,,,,oner. wnhin 20 days dt;cr ICI-VIEC or the pcI”los upon 
such pcrso”. t “once of appcatancc clearly stau”g Ihe. 
wrron’r poricron with rcleren’cc loeach malm3l allC?ltlOn in 
chc pcc,uon and to Ihe aITu&“cc. “a.Wto” or modlficalon 
oflhe order or dearion u”dcr;rcvrew. Such notrcc.olhcr Iha” 
by Ihc named rrspondcnr. shall also be rcncd on Ihc named 
respondent and Ihc auorne; general. and shall bc fded. I 
IogclhcrwrIh proofofrcquirid ICNKC thcrcof.siIhthcclcrk 
of Ihc rcv~ew~np cour1 within 10 days after such SCIY& 
&WCC ofall subrcoucnt pap& or “OIXCI in such proceeding 
needbemadeoniyupo”Ihcp~~~~ionerand~uCho~h~rpc~o”~ 

_ II have xrvcd and filed the norme a~ provided in this 
; subxcIron or hat been per&led lo r”Icr\c”e in said pr- 

cctcdmg. as panrcr Ihcrcro. bi order of Ihe r~rcuxng CWXI. . 
I .-- -’ -. .--- ..J 


